The principle of toxicological threshold was stated in 7564 by Paracelsus as "All things are poisonous, yet nothing is poisonous. Dosage alone determines poisoning." This principle remains valid, even with consideration of todafs public concern with low-dosage effects of compounds that are categorized as carcinogens, mutagens and teratogens. Modern laboratory methods enable detection of increasingly small traces of such compounds in foods. The search for these has been termed "Chasing a receding zero," and this quest has been stimulated by statements that no one knows how small an amount of a carcinogen, taken for how short a time, can induce cancer, and that even one molecule of a carcinogen, acting on a single cell, can transform a normal cell into a cancer cell.
This latter proposal is a stochastic impossibility. Every cell contains millions of carcinogenic molecules. Examples are arsenic, cadmium and chromium. In addition, there are estrogens and other steroid hormones present in each cell and needed for normal bodily functions. These substances are regarded as carcinogens because of their effect at high levels on increasing the cancer rate in experimental animals. Obviously, there must be a threshold for this effect. An estimate has been made by Dingman that "a threshold for biological activity exists within a cell at 70,000 atoms."
It is also obvious that there is a threshold for deficiencies that induce cancer, such as that of iodine. lodine deficiency is mimicked by administration of goitrogens, and these are present naturally at low to moderate levels in many common foods.
The threshold principle is stated by Claw and Bofander to be a law of nature, valid in many circumstances, and governing the fact that a causative agent must be present in a quantity exceeding a definite minimum in order to produce the effect.
interpretations persist in 1981, and, last month a coalition was formed in opposition to Senator Hatch's Food Safety Amendments of 1981 .A coalition news release says that the Hatch Bill"would gut our nation's food safety laws by redefining 'safe,' effectively repealing the anti-cancer Delaney clause . . . and undermining the procedural framework to hasten approval, and delay removal, of unsafe additives. " We pointed out in vain in 1959 that any effect of eating cranberries containing small traces of aminotriazole was probably no greater than what would result from eating raw cabbage. Nevertheless, hundreds of tons of cranberries that contained no aminotriazole were bulldozed underground. A writer denounced the "poisoned cranberries of Madison Avenue." Ever since the cranberry incident, pesticide residues in foods have been widely regarded as carcinogenic, and the possibility of a threshold has been represented as nonexistent. Mr. Jimmy Carter, during his presidential campaign of the summer of 1976, informed an audience that pesticide residues in foods were an example of a carcinogenic hazard.
During the years following the cranberry incident, there have been some monumental disputes about the question of a threshold for carcinogenic effects of residues in foods originating from human-made chemical substances. Carcinogens naturally present, or arising from pyrolysis have been largely ignored. For example, Lijinskyand Shubik'showed in 1964 that several idenfifiable carcinogens of the benzpyrene type, derived from burning fat, entered meat during barbecuing over a charcoal fire. This discovery was not followed up even by Lijinsky, in spite of his preoccupation, with the possibility of carcinogens in foods. More recently, an entirely different class of carcinogens derived from pyrolysis has been discovered by Sugimura and his colleagues in charred meat and other protein foods? Such discoveries, including the recent finding that parsnips contain a carcinogen, seem to be treated as an unavoidable fact of life, and therefore increased efforts should be made to remove "artificial" carcinogens. Nevertheless, carcinogens naturally present in foods far exceed introduced contaminants in quantity.
Major debates in the past 20 years have been over thresholds for carcinogenic effects alleged for DDT, diethylstilbestrol (DES), nitrites, selenium, cyclamates and saccharin. I shall discuss only the first four of these, starting with nitrites, because of their obvious relevance t o the question of a threshold.
First of all, let us examine the "one molecule" hypothesis of carcinogenic effect.
The concept that a single molecule could start a train of events leading to cancer received attention following studies with ionizing radiation. These studies led to the idea that a single impact causing a break in one strand of a DNA molecule might lead to a mutation in an important cell. It was subsequently argued that a molecule of a mutagenic chemical, changing one nucleotide at an important locus in a chromosome of one cell, could trigger a chain,of events leading to cancer. It was not known just how many key 150 jUKES nucleotides were present in the three billion base pairs in a single mammalian cell.
This imaginative hypothesis has been used to impress Congressional hearing committees with the wonders of science, and the dangers of carcinogens.
For " N o scientific method currently available can accurately determine how much of a carcinogen, if any, may be safely added to our food supply without increasing the risk of cancer in the human population. Many scientists believe there is no "safe" level of a carcinogen. Transformation of a normal cell into a cancer cell could conceivably occur with one molecule of a carcinogen acting on a single cell." Does Dr. Upton mean one molecule per person, or one molecule per cell? Each person has billions of molecules of carcinogens present naturally, including radioactive carbon and potassium, heavy metals, such as uranium (1 0,000 atoms per cell), steroid hormones and numerous other carcinogens naturally present in foods. Perhaps he means one molecule per cell. By "could conceivably occur," perhaps he means there is a one-chance-in-amillion possibility of one molecule causing cancer. Surely the chance could not be much more remote than this, if it is worth scaring people about.
Estimates of the number of atoms of different elements present in each mammalian cell were made by G.E. Hutchinson in an address at the 100th anniversary meeting of the National Academy of Sciences6. The number for the heavy metals ranged between 1 O4 and 108 atoms per cell. There are about 1014 cells in the human body, according to calculations by Dr. George Claus and others. I shall use this figure, which is a conservative one.
Arsenic, cadmium and chromium are considered to be carcinogenic. The approximate amounts of these present in the b.ody are respectively 4.4 mg, 30 mg and 6 mg per person. These amounts would supply respectively 105, 2 x 1 06, and 0.7 x 1 0 6 molecules per cell, and these calculations are within the range calculated by Hutchinson for the concentration of heavy metals per cell.
The arsenic content of a normal, healthy human being is4.4 mg, which is 9 x 1 0 1 8 molecules of arsenic as As,. This fact makes it obvious, without further elaboration, that the"one-molecule" hypothesis is preposterous. But let us try some calculations, anyway.
If each molecule has a one-in-a-million chance of transforming a normal cell into a virulent cancer cell, then the odds are 9 x 10'2 to 1 that any and every human being will get cancer from arsenic normally present in the body. In other words, everyone in the world is going to die of cancer caused by arsenic. The chances are about 1,000 to 1 against the possibility that even one person in the 4 x 1 O9 people in the world will be able to escape this fate.
Maybe Dr. Upton means that each cell in the body must receive one molecule of arsenic before anyone i s endangered. There are 1 O I 4 cells in the body, and each cell contains 100,000 molecules of arsenic. How many of these cells are capable of being transformed into a dangerous cancer cell? Should we say onebillionth of the total? This would be lo5 cells. Each of these has a 10 to 1 chance of being transformed, even if the odds are 10,000 to 1 againsta possibility of any single arsenic molecule in the cell carryingout the transformation. So there are still odds of a million to one that everyone will get cancer from the arsenic normally in their bodies, if there is anything to Dr. Upton's theory.
About 8 mg of nitrite are excreted in the saliva per day. No figures are available on the total nitrite content of the body, but it would seem reasonable to estimate that this is not less than the amount excreted per day in the saliva. Eight mg in the body corresponds to 100 million molecules per cell. We shall discuss nitrite in more detail below.
The low threshold concept was discussed by B.D. Dinman, Universityof Michigan in Science'. He noted that"when one atom or molecule enters the reactive region of another, a chemical reaction will result," and that "this simple reality has been extended to imply that such an encounter has a deleterious impact upon the cell." He stated that this conclusion does not have a rational biological basis.
Dinman pointed out that stochastic considerations must be taken into account when estimating the effect of molecules on cells. He estimated that "a threshold for biological activity exists within a cell at 1 O4 atoms," and he pointed out that "cells operate within a quantitative rate limit that transcends any statements having only qualitative bases." Dingman used Hutchinson's estimates of cellular concentrations of reactive atoms in arrivingat his conclusions.
A detailed review,"The Threshold Principle: A Law of Nature," has been written by Ciaus and Boiander, but i t s publication has been delayed*. It is their thesis that "the principle of thresholds permeates the whole universe, from subatomic physics through ecosystems to the condensation of stellar nebulae." This principle states that the causative agent has to be present in a quantity exceeding a known minimum in order to produce the effect. No matter how many times some threshold quantities are applied, the expected effect will not become manifest. When the quantity of the causative agent, or source, is below the threshold, one speaks of the "no-effect level."
The basic principle in biology was stated by Paracelsus in 1574 as "All things are poisonous and yet there is nothing that is poisonous; it is only the dose that makes a thing poisonous."The threshold principle is well known in physiology, for example, subliminal stimuli applied to a nerve are without effect upon the muscle that is innervated. The same principle has been enunciated by ecologists. For example, in the well-known essay, "The Tragedy of the Commons," the ecologist Garrett Hardin has pointed out that a grazing area used by a group of people for their animals remains in equilibrium until the demands on it pass a certain critical point, when deterioration takes place.
In the case of the"single molecule theory," I have noted that we should all be dead of cancer from the millions of molecules of arsenic, cadmium and chromium in each one of our cells if the theory were valid.
NITRITES
The public, after recovering somewhat from the cranberry incident, was startled in 1978 to learn from the FDA that nitrites used in treatment of bacon, ham, salami and other common foods were carcinogenic. The Congressional Senate, June 25, 1981, has reprinted an article with the headline, "The Day Bacon was Declared Poison," by Philip Hilts*. This describes a day in August, 1978 when FDA and USDA announced that nitrites were carcinogenic and in consequence, nine billion pounds of meat became suspected poison. The article states that FDA Commissioner Kennedy called Carol Tucker Foreman, the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture in charge of food quality and consumer services.
"Her activist approach to food and health issues had already earned her the title of "dragon lady" among pork producers of the Midwest. They believed that 'whenever she opened her mouth, pork prices dropped,' one meat industry spokesman said. Foreman had been wrestling for a few years with the problem of nitrosamines found in bacon. At just about the time Don Kennedy called, she thought she had finally wrestled it to the mat, arriving at a technical compromise with the meat industry. She answered the phone in her large second-floor office. 'I have some very bad news for you,' (Don) Kennedy told her. He said he had a study showing nitrite could cause cancer directly, never mind the nitrosamines. 'Oh (expletive deleted),' Foreman said, and sank through the same rapid, dismal thoughts that other regulators say they also had when they heard the news. 'All this struggle over the nitrosamines, and now this guy comes in and says that nitrites themselves are the bad actors. This was obviously something much bigger, much worse.' " Evidently, Mrs. Foreman accepted without question the information that nitrites in meat cause cancer. Nitrates and nitrites have been present in the environment for at least 2 billion years, when photosynthesis first became widespread. Following this, oxygen became a major component of the atmosphere and nitrates (and simultaneously nitrites) were formed by thunderstorms. Ever since then, all living organisms have been exposed to nitrates, and also to nitrites formed biologically by reduction of nitrates. All of us eat nitrates everyday and these are converted in the body to nitrites. Nitrates are synthesized in our bodies as shown recently by Steven Tannenbaum and his collaborators.
Given an elementary knowledge of biochemistry, including the fact that nitrites are always present in saliva, no one would jump to the conclusion that nitrites used in meat-curing had to be banned without taking a second good, hard look at the question. Mrs. Foreman's expletive should have been directed at the flimsiness of the statement, rather than being an expression of dismay.
Nitrites, in the form of nitrous acid, were one of the first chemical mutagens to be identified. Nitrous acid has been used experimentally at high levels as a mutagen in experiments with tobacco mosaic virus and other viruses. Nitrous acid reacts with primaryamines, including the NH, group in adenine and cystosine. As a result, nucleotide replacements may be produced in nucleic acid molecules, A being replaced by C, and C being replaced by T or U. Such mutations produced'by nitrites in tobacco mosaic virus were used in early studies for deciphering the genetic code. For example, in some locations for the coat protein from the treated virus, threonine was replaced by isoleucine, and isoleucine by valine.
Since all living organisms are exposed to nitrites, it is obvious that mechanisms must have evolved for protecting DNA and RNA against the levels of nitrites ordinarily encountered, or life would have disappeared from the earth, I conclude that, if nitrites are carcinogenic, there is a threshold for the effect, and that this is higher than the level normally present in the body.
CHASING A RECEDING ZERO
In June, 1979, after the "bacon incident," another food was declared poison and once again FDA and USDA participated. This food was beef from cattle that had been treated with DES according to procedures previously approved for more than 15 years. As a consequence, billions of McDonald's hamburgers and other sources of beef muscle became retrospectively carcinogenic, bearing in mind a latent period of 20 years for cancer and the widespread use of DES in beef production. The annual consumption of beef in the USA i s about 10 million tons. The ban was announced in June, 1979 and imposed in October, 1979, Some beef producers who violated the ban; according to Dr. Lester Crawford, who was then Director of the FDA Bureau of Veterinary Medicine, did so because Americans are "enshrouded in a 154 IUKES number of myths that will presage more lawlessne~s."~ He included in these "the myth of the dose-response curve, which lives in part because of a pervasive national mistrust." Some of us thought that dose-response curves were derived from experimental results. The relation of dosage of carcinogens to response has been extensively documented by Druckrey. Indeed, a linear doseresponse to carcinogens by DES is postulated by FDA as discussed below.
"The Catch-22 in the Delaney Clause is the DES clause. Delaney says you can't use a chemical if it causes cancer when fed to animals or man. The DES exemption says: unless it can be used in such a way that there is no residue in the edible tissue of the animal, when looked for by methods approved by the Secretary. The Catch-22 is 'the methods approved by the Secretary.'
This means that we will be chasing a 'receding zero,' and some idiot in some lab will come up with something sensitive to parts per quintillion, and our policy says we will adopt it." Ever since Dr. Schmidt said this, FDA has diligently pursued the receding zero. They ran it to ground in a trial held in Wichita, Kansas in November, 1980 in which the combined forces of FDA, USDA and the Department of justice were brought to bear on 77 tons of boned beef, obtained from cattle that had been implanted with DES according to a procedure that was legal for 15 years, but had been used after the October 1979 deadline. The FDA's main thesis was that one part per trillion of DES in beef constituted a definite carcinogenic hazard to consumers.
The FDA's calculation is based on the dose-response curve relating to DES dietary level to mammarycancer in C34 mice in the publication by Gass and coworkers, as followslJ:
Alexander Schmidt, as Commission of FDA stated in 1976l4
Additions to Diet None (controls) 33 100 ppb DES 65.6
Percent with Cancer
Therefore, 100 ppb produced 32.6 additional cases of cancer per cent, and one part per trillion would produce 32.5 x 10-5 cases 100 individuals, or one case per -300,000. The FDA then assumed that the intake of beef muscle was 500 g per day, representing about one-third of the average per capita daily food intake. Actually, the consumption of beef averages 135 g daily.
Their assumption leads to one case of cancer per million consumers caused by eating beef from implanted cattle. FDA assumes that human beings and C3H mice are equally susceptible to cancer caused by an estrogen. This ignores the fact that C3H mice carry the mammary tumor virus and have a spontaneous cancer rate of 30 to 40%. Their extreme susceptibility to estrogens is well-documented.
In my opinion, the FDA estimate is worthless because results from an FDA laboratory support the conclusion that a threshold exists in the DES-C3H mouse test. The results were not made available during the court trial in Wichita and were in press at that time. The conclusion by the authors is that 10 ppb DES was without detectable effect in MW+ mice (Highman eta/., published November 1980, accepted November 1 97912). The conclusion supports my statement that a threshold level for DES in cancer production in C3H mice extends from 0 to 25 ppb of diet (lukes, Feedstuffs 49: 22-23, 1977). I therefore conclude that 1 part of DES per trillion of diet i s far below the threshold.
Similar conclusions were drawn by Elwood Jensen in testimony at Wichita. The U.S. District Court decided against FDA and USDA, who subsequently withdrew their appeal from this decision. One of the remarkable things about the allegation was that DES pills are still permitted by FDA to be sold for administration to human beings. A pill containing 1 mg of DES would be equivalent to 1,000 tons of the indicted beef containing one part per trillion. Furthermore, any *carcinogenic effects of DES are inseparable from its estrogenicity, according to leading authorities in the field.
The emphasis by FDA on DES in beef production obviously reflects public concern with the announcement in 1971 by Dr. Arthur Herbst. He reported that several young women developed cancer almost 15 years after their mothers had been given massive doses of DES during pregnancy, as a treatment to prevent threatened miscarriage. Consumerists have ever since clamored for a ban on DES in beef production. However, one series of women each received a total of about 12 g of DES during pregnancy. 13 No cancer cases were reported in this series, but precancerous vaginal changes were found in some of the daughters. Twelve grams of DES corresponds to 12 million tons of beef containing 1 part per trillion. No wonder Dr. Lester
Crawford prefers to regard the dose-response curve as a myth.
Possibly the underlying, subconscious concept is that beef from cattle treated with DES is unclean in the ritualistic sense, again reminding us of the importance of social anthropology in rejecting tabooed flesh. The FDA is legally enjoined to uphold such taboos, as was recently illustrated in the detection and condemnation of horse meat from Australia. The concept of uncleanliness was amusingly expressed by a consumerist lawyer, James Turner, as (emphasis added): "I do like the attitude of the Canadians somewhat better on some issues. DES, for example, for which they found no trace residues, was banned for different reasons. We are bound to residues in our law on DES. The Canadians apparently feel that any chemical that had the kind of effects that DES did in experiments was one that they did not want to have in the meat supply, even without residues.
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It was noted in 1959 that the insecticide DDT had saved more lives and prevented more illnesses than any chemical in history with the possible exception of the antibiotics. This was primarily because of its use in controlling malaria, but there were many other major diseases, including typhus, in which DDT had adecisive effect. I suppose that in one sense, DDT may have caused cancer by prolonging life expectancy. For example, in India, it was reported by PallS that since 1953, more than 147 million pounds of DDT had been used, and during this period, malaria in India had been reduced from 75 million cases to less than 5 million, and that the average span of life in India was now 47 years, as compared with 32 years before the eradication campaign.
It does not seem to be widely known that carcinogenic effects of DDT in rats started to be explored and discussed in 1945. Some reports were that these changes were reversible. The relation of DDT to carcinogenesis was reviewed at great length by Wayland Hayes in the book DDTand I t s Use in Medicine16, pp. 43-58, and again in Toxicology of Pesticides17, pp. 190-1 95. I have discussed it in various publications.
A report on DDT by EPA was published in 1975, prefaced with a statement that its aim was to"review the findings which supported the 1972 decision" to ban DDT. Contrary findings were apparently excluded. The report emphasizes the long-known appearance of hepatomas in laboratory rodents receiving prolonged, high levels of DDT. This is under the heading "Human Effects." EPA says it finds that "DDT is a potential human carcinogen" despite the lack of any evidence of this. The report reviews some recent publications on tumors in mice on high levels of DDT, One is by Terracini et a/., but its conclusions are omitted*8. These authors found in multigenerational studies that the threshold for hepatomas in BALB/c mice was between 20 and 2 5 0 ppm of DDT in the diet, corresponding to between 3 and 37.5 mg per kilo of body weight daily. The WHO in 1971 estimated an average daily human intake of 0.0004 mg per kilo of body weight in the USA, indicating a margin of safety of more than 7000 fold. Other strains of mice show lower thresholds than BALB/c, but had an incidence of tumors up to 84% in the controls. In contrast to vinyl chloride, asbestos, arsenic and dimethylchlorether, there is no indication of cancer from prolonged occupational exposure to high levels of DDT (up to more than 500 times that of the general population) in human beings for periods of more than 20 years. Large doses of DDT are estrogenic in rats and, since estrogens may be carcinogenic, this effectshould be discussed.
Cecil et a/. reported that the o,p'-isomer of DDT, present at about 10-20% in technical DDT, had estrogenic activity in rats corresponding to 1 O4 that of e~tradiol'~. Levels of DDT ordinarily encountered, in the range of 1 to 5 ppm in the diet, would therefore not have a detectable estrogenic effect. The more abundant p,p'-isomer, however, was found to be anti-estrogenic (Welch et 
Injection of DDT, about 660 mg/kg of body weight, into neonatal rats was said to produce a "persistent estrus syndrome" (Heinrichs et a/.21) but the effects, according to the authors, "had only a borderline statistical significance." In contrast, Ottoboni found that female rats receiving 20 pm DDT (containing 17% of o,p'-DDT) reproduced normally and had significantly longer average reproductive lifespans than did their littermate controls (1 4.55 vs. 8.91 months). Overdosage with estrogens interferes with reproduction in female rats.22
The rumor that DDT"has a feminizing effect" on mammals is untrue but persistent. It was repeated by the Associated Press, October 20,1981, in the statement that this effect had been noted "in studies of.. . rats, which, like humans, are mammals."
Various plant estrogens are naturally present in the diet in foods such as legumes, cereals and vegetable oils, far exceeding in potency any possible effects of DDT.
S E E N I UM
One of the most interesting illustrations of thresholds is found in the effects of selenium, which, prior to 1957, was regarded exclusively as a toxic element. Excessive quantities of selenium in the soil in certain areas, such as the Dakotas and Manitoba, result in toxic levels of selenium in field crops. Farm animals in these areas often suffer from selenium toxicity, including birth defects. Selenium became regarded as a carcinogen from studies with rats receiving levels as low as 4.3 ppm of selenium.
In 1957, it was discovered by two groups of investigators that selenium was an essential nutritional trace element at levels in the range of 0.1 to 0.2 ppm of diet. The finding was made by Schwartz and Foltz at the National Institutes of Healthz3, and by my colleagues Patterson, Milstrey and Stokstad at Lederle Laboratories2? Eggert, also in our group, noted that selenium deficiency in pigs produced a marked necrosis of the liver, with fibrotic changes, perhaps suggesting a precancerous state2? Other findings have also suggested a connection between selenium deficiency and cancer (U n derWood26).
The categorization of selenium as a carcinogen presented a harrowing dilemma to the FDA. How could a carcinogen be essential in nutrition? How could its use be permitted under the grim shadow of the Delaney Clause? The FDA agonized for 15 years over this question, because selenium is of great importance in the nutrition of farm animals, and selenium deficiency is common, and severe in its consequences. One way to evade the issue was by using fish meal as a feed supplement, because selenium in fish meal is natural, and therefore legal.
Nutritional requirements for selenium are satisfied by about 0.1 ppm in the diet. The threshold for toxicity appears to be in the neighborhood of 2.0 ppm. Selenium therefore resembles estrogens in being essential to life, yet possibly carcinogenic at high levels.
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DISCUSS I ON
A dilemma in determining threshold values for toxic substances, including carcinogens, is that very large groups of experimental animals are necessary to obtain measurable responses from low levels of such substances. An alternative procedure is to use high levels for small groups of animals, and then to extrapolate the findings. But high levels may produce toxic effects that do not occur at low levels, and may overwhelm the inherent detoxification mechanisms of the body. Never mind, say the carcinogenologists, you can trust our extrapolations. The general public, including newspaper cartoonists, have been incredulous of this assertion, as witness the case of saccharin and the attached cartoon. The dilemma is yet to be resolved, for, to quote Wayland Hayes2': "It may seem odd to mention this folklore in a conference such as this, but the views of the public are a most important factor, which must be taken into account in any long-term effort to achieve general public acceptance of a particular usage or course of action."
SUMMARY
The problem of achieving consensus in the matter of thresholds for carcinogens has been eloquently addressed by Claus and Bolander2. I quote from their unpublished manuscript:
"With the discovery that more and more elements such as selenium. . . chromium and arsenicall of which are proven carcinogensare essential elements for animal life, a curious t w i s t in the thinking of some scientists has arisen. It is also known that certain hormonesespecially the sex hormonesare carcinogenic and simultaneously essential.
Most oncologists have accepted these findings as evidence for threshold levels for essential substances that produce cancer only in excessive quantities. However, the defenders of the dogma of 'no threshold for any carcinogens' have interpreted these findings as a reinforcement of their position.
They say that the essential daily intake of such trace elements does not represent safe levels of carcinogens, but is dangerous, and 'is the price we have to pay in order to stay alive.' (Lijins kyz8) This argument, carried to its ultimate conclusion, leads to an old saying.. , 'The cause of cancer is life.'
On April 24,161 0, Galileo invited a number of his colleagues to his home to demonstrate to them through his telescope t his recent discovery of the moons of Jupiter. Some of the scholars looked into the instrument and either denied seeing anything or described what they saw as optical illusion. A second group refused to look into the telescope, declaring both the contraption and Galileo's purported findings to be the work of the devil. The behavior of many experimenters involved in feeding chemical carcinogens to animals seems reminiscent to that of Galileo's learned guests. The first group, when reminded of the phenomenon of threshold, respond by stating that even if the principle does operate for carcinogens, it is illusory to define its values (Railz9).
The second group behaves similarly to Galileo's guests who said the telescope was the work of the devil. These scientists state that the necessary intake of compunds that are both essential for life and capable of acting as carcinogens, involves the risk of developing cancer. In short, they imply that the devil is exacting his fee."
In conclusion, i hope that some of you are willing to look through the telescope of understanding so that you may see beyond the Delaney Clause.
